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Mr. Speaker, I am humbled beyond 

measure to represent a people who em-
body the spirit, the generosity, and the 
creativity that define America’s great-
ness. I pray that my service proves 
equal to their trust. 

Through the lens of time, Henry Clay 
appears larger than life, yet our Repub-
lic has a habit of producing the right 
men and women at the right time. To-
gether, let’s strive after Henry Clay’s 
model of leadership. Given the gravity 
of our challenge, each of us must. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

f 

TERRORIST ATTACK IN BENGHAZI 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) is recognized for the 
remainder of the hour. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, more than 4 
months have passed since the terrorist 
attacks in Benghazi, which killed four 
Americans, including our ambassador, 
injured many others, and destroyed 
two U.S. facilities. Yet, despite the 
months that have passed, we’re hardly 
closer to bringing those responsible to 
justice than we were in the weeks im-
mediately following the attack. Put 
bluntly, the lack of progress in identi-
fying and hunting down the terrorists 
responsible is stunning. 

Consider the current state of the 
Obama administration’s investigation 
and response to the attack: 

Four months later, the administra-
tion still cannot or will not name the 
terrorist groups responsible for the at-
tacks or the names of these group lead-
ers; 

Four months later, despite consulate 
video footage that many Members of 
Congress have seen and many eye-
witnesses, not a single Benghazi terror 
suspect is in custody; 

Four months later, the FBI has had 
access to only one suspect, Ali Harzi, 
for just 3 hours, and the Tunisian Gov-
ernment kept the FBI team waiting for 
more than 5 weeks before finally grant-
ing access; 

Four months later, the administra-
tion still has not disclosed the serious 
connections between the groups behind 
the Benghazi attack and the leaders of 
the attack on the U.S. embassies in 
Cairo, Tunis, and Sana’a that same 
week of September 11; 

Four months later, following the re-
lease of the Pickering report on State 
Department failures leading up to the 
attack, not a single State Department 
employee has been fired and held re-
sponsible for their role in denying ade-
quate security for the consulate in 
Benghazi; 

Four months later, despite Secretary 
Clinton’s September 21 declaration 
when she said, ‘‘What happened was a 
terrorist attack, and we will not rest 
until we have tracked down and 
brought to justice the terrorists who 
murdered four Americans,’’ this admin-
istration seems to have not only rest-

ed, but to have moved on and appar-
ently hopes that the Congress and the 
American people will too. 

Just today, the New York Times is 
reporting: 

Several Egyptian members of the squad of 
militants that lay bloody siege to an Alge-
rian gas complex last week also took part in 
the deadly attack on the United States Mis-
sion in Libya in September. 

Mr. Speaker, 4 months later, this is 
an unacceptable state of affairs. Quite 
frankly, the Obama administration has 
failed. They have failed to prioritize 
this investigation. They have failed to 
bring the necessary pressure to bear on 
the Libyan, Tunisian, and Egyptian 
Governments. But more fundamen-
tally, the administration has failed to 
respond to a terrorist attack appro-
priately, treating it as a law enforce-
ment and diplomatic issue, rather than 
the security issue that it is. 

At its core, this is yet another reflec-
tion of President Obama’s schizo-
phrenic counterterrorism policy, the 
same administration that unapologet-
ically rains down lethal drone attacks 
on some al Qaeda affiliate terrorists in 
Pakistan, Yemen, and Somalia and will 
not use other counterterrorism re-
sources to identify, locate, and detain 
the terrorists involved in the death of 
our ambassador and others in Libya. 

This inconsistent policy may stem 
from the President’s hasty campaign 
promise to shut down Guantanamo Bay 
in Gitmo and prematurely transfer de-
tention facilities in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. In doing so, the President effec-
tively ended America’s ability to de-
tain and interrogate terrorists, depriv-
ing the FBI, the CIA, and other agen-
cies of critical opportunities to obtain 
information on al Qaeda networks. 

Today, as the case of Benghazi sus-
pect Ali Harzi has demonstrated, the 
United States is completely reliant on 
the cooperation of host countries to de-
tain on our behalf and selectively allow 
access to suspects. As in the case of 
Harzi, as demonstrated, this approach 
is fraught with diplomatic roadblocks, 
costing critical time in getting infor-
mation from suspects to track terrorist 
networks. Perhaps that is why Presi-
dent Obama so often opts to use lethal 
drone strikes to kill terrorists, know-
ing that the U.S. would be unable to 
get access to interrogate these terror 
suspects by working through host gov-
ernments or because he no longer has a 
way to detain them in U.S. custody 
short of providing them the full privi-
leges of an article III court. 
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In short, the President has tied his 

own hands, compromised U.S. national 
security and put the FBI in an impos-
sible position. The FBI has been asked 
to treat the terrorist attack where four 
Americans died as if it’s a law enforce-
ment activity and has been put in a 
compromised and very difficult spot, 
and they have laid the groundwork for 
the administration’s inept response in 
the wake of the terrorist attack in 
Benghazi. 

To make matters worse, the adminis-
tration has not even seen any signifi-
cant success from its diplomatic-fo-
cused response. When Tunisia refused 
to allow the FBI access to Harzi for 
more than 5 weeks, the administration 
took no public steps to use diplomatic 
tools, like U.S. foreign assistance, to 
pressure the Tunisians to make Harzi 
available. In fact, the FBI only gained 
access after Members of Congress 
threatened amendments to cut off or 
restrict Tunisia’s foreign aid if they 
continued to obstruct the FBI inves-
tigation. 

I was among those Members of Con-
gress along with LINDSEY GRAHAM and 
Senator MCCAIN and others. In the in-
terim, I urged the administration to 
act immediately to suspend foreign as-
sistance if the Tunisian Government 
persisted in obstructing the investiga-
tion. On January 4, I received a tepid— 
and it was tepid—response from the 
Acting Deputy Assistant Adminis-
trator for Legislative and Public Af-
fairs at USAID with a bland assurance 
that the Tunisian Government was co-
operating. Was cooperating? Five 
weeks and the FBI had to wait? Then 
the FBI had 3 hours to talk to him, and 
we gave this Tunisian Government, Mr. 
Speaker, $320 million last year? Days 
later, Ali Harzi was released. 

Today, I again wrote USAID, express-
ing my disappointment that the admin-
istrator himself could not respond di-
rectly to a Member of Congress who 
serves on a committee of jurisdiction 
and, further, pointed out what should 
be obvious—that the Tunisian Govern-
ment did not cooperate. The Tunisian 
Government never seriously thought 
the aid—precious taxpayer money—was 
in jeopardy. The Tunisian Government 
has not faced a single consequence for 
undermining U.S. national security. I 
submit my letter for the RECORD. 

Sadly, the failure to respond force-
fully and appropriately to the Benghazi 
attack will undoubtedly encourage our 
enemies and make the world a more 
dangerous place for Americans working 
in hostile environments around the 
world. This failure to respond has en-
dangered future Embassy staffs and 
Ambassadors—the Federal employees 
who serve our country at great risk. 

Rather than demonstrating that 
there will be no quarter, no respite, no 
safe haven for terrorists who threaten 
American officials abroad, the message 
the administration has sent is that 
there is no apparent consequence for 
these actions. This will only embolden 
our enemy to plan the next Benghazi, 
knowing that under this administra-
tion there is less consequence even for 
their involvement in such an attack. 

In this context, perhaps it is not sur-
prising that the al Qaeda-affiliated ter-
rorist group Ansar al-Sharia brazenly 
took pictures of the FBI agents inter-
viewing Harzi and posted pictures on 
their Web sites; and when the Tunisian 
Government released Harzi, Ansar al- 
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Sharia was there to welcome him and 
post a video of the celebration of his 
release. Again, these antagonistic ac-
tions have been met by silence from 
this administration. 

As Steve Hayes and Tom Joscelyn re-
ported in The Weekly Standard this 
week: 

U.S. officials tell The Weekly Standard 
that the release of the photos was a clear at-
tempt to intimidate the Americans and show 
that the FBI could not act with impunity. 

In its posting, Ansar al-Sharia Tuni-
sia warned the Tunisian people that 
their government had allowed the FBI 
‘‘to begin investigating your sons 
under post-revolutionary protection.’’ 

Consider that, in the same week of 
the Benghazi attack, our Embassies in 
Cairo, Tunis and Sana were also over-
run in an increasingly apparent coordi-
nated plot. In each case, the American 
flag was ripped down and burned, and a 
black al Qaeda flag was flown in its 
place. We are fortunate and blessed 
that none of these incidents resulted in 
a loss of life. They were, nonetheless, 
an attack on America by hostile 
groups. 

As the administration’s own State 
Department Web site states: ‘‘Any at-
tack on an Embassy is considered an 
attack on the country it represents.’’ 
Each Embassy and consulate that was 
overrun the week of September 11 rep-
resents, in its own way, a public attack 
on America, and in the months that 
have followed, this administration has 
demonstrated that there are no con-
sequences for breaching our Embassies 
or for killing our personnel. 

I fear that the latest hostage-taking 
and killing of Americans and other 
Westerners in Algeria is a manifesta-
tion of a newfound confidence by our 
enemy in knowing that they may face 
no serious consequences from this ad-
ministration for their murderous acts. 
It is telling that neither President 
Obama nor any others in his adminis-
tration have made a public statement 
on the recent terrorist activities in Al-
geria, whereas the head of France and 
the head of England have spoken out 
over and over and over. 

All the while, the Arab Spring, which 
was fanned by this administration to 
much fanfare, has become an Arab Win-
ter, and for many of the people in the 
Middle East and North Africa, this 
Arab Winter—a new safe haven for al 
Qaeda-affiliated groups—is forming, 
ideologically fueled by the release of 
terrorists and extremists from prisons 
and flush with weapons provided to 
anti-Qadhafi rebels last year. 

We are witnessing the potential for-
mation of the next front in the war on 
terror, but we increasingly have an ad-
ministration that no longer considers 
it a war worth fighting no matter the 
cost to American power or to the safe-
ty of our people abroad. While some 
have described the Obama doctrine as 
leading from behind, it is increasingly 
clear that the Obama doctrine means 
not leading at all. While most of the re-
sponsibility falls on the President and 

his administration, the Congress—the 
House and the Senate—and the media 
share some blame for failing to ade-
quately investigate and bring attention 
to the many questions surrounding the 
administration’s response to Benghazi. 

Aside from a handful of reporters 
who have stayed with this story and 
have continued to raise questions 
about the administration’s words and 
deeds, I can’t help but wonder: Where 
are the New York Times, the Wash-
ington Post, or the network news pro-
grams? Why in the wake of last week’s 
deadly terrorist attack in Algeria are 
no reporters investigating the serious 
links between al Qaeda’s affiliates in 
North Africa and the connection be-
tween the groups? 

Equally important, where has the 
Congress been in investigating both the 
circumstances of the attack and the 
administration’s response over the last 
4 months? Despite a handful of hear-
ings, many in classified settings and 
done by very capable and good people, 
the American people have not been pro-
vided with anything close to an ade-
quate answer to the following ques-
tions. It is not only important for the 
Congress to find out; it is important 
for the American people to find out. 
Have they been given answers to these 
questions? 

Secretary Panetta, Attorney General 
Holder and DNI Clapper still have not 
testified publicly before Congress as to 
what steps they took during the attack 
and in the days that followed. 

What were the President’s activities 
during the 7-hour period of attack? 

Why wasn’t the U.S. military de-
ployed to assist? 

On the anniversary of the worst ter-
rorist attack in American history and 
after multiple attacks this year on 
U.S. and Western interests, why were 
U.S. military units and assets in the 
region not ready, alert, and in a posi-
tion to respond? After all, two of the 
four people killed were murdered 7 
hours after the fighting began. 

Why do we still not have the clear 
answers on the internal process that 
produced the inaccurate and, frankly, 
misleading talking points on which 
Ambassador Rice relied several days 
after the attack? 

Why were the testimonies of the U.S. 
personnel who were evacuated from 
Benghazi on September 12—eye-
witnesses who knew there was never a 
demonstration outside the consulate— 
not immediately factored into the 
judgments of our intelligence commu-
nity? 

Have the witnesses who were there on 
the scene, government employees, good 
people—all risking their lives—been 
called to come up and been given the 
opportunity to talk to Members on 
both sides of the aisle? The answer to 
date is ‘‘no.’’ 

Why hasn’t Secretary Clinton been 
interviewed by the Pickering Commis-
sion? 

Was the White House aware of the 
FBI investigation of General Petraeus? 
If not, why not? 

To date, Congress has failed to get 
these answers, and it has not developed 
a coordinated or substantial investiga-
tive plan to fully explore this critical 
matter, which has a direct bearing on 
U.S. national security. In the absence 
of serious oversight, the media has 
moved on. In the absence of this, the 
administration, which has so much to 
account for to the American people, re-
ceives a carte blanche from the legisla-
tive branch to continue its question-
able policies. 

These matters are too serious to be 
brushed aside. There are critical legis-
lative decisions the next Congress will 
have to make based on answers to 
these questions; but, more impor-
tantly, the American people deserve 
the answers to these questions, includ-
ing open hearings and an unclassified 
report. 
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Mr. Speaker, for these reasons I re-
main convinced that a House select 
committee on the terrorist attack in 
Benghazi is needed more than ever. 
That is why last week I introduced my 
resolution, H. Res. 36, with 20 of our 
colleagues joining as cosponsors. 

A select committee is essential to 
combine the myriad existing investiga-
tions into a single, comprehensive, and 
exhaustive review. I believe such a 
combined effort will yield even more 
information regarding the true nature 
of these terrorist attacks and the ad-
ministration’s response will not allow 
administration officials to offer up 
siloed accounts to various committees. 

The select committee I am proposing 
should draw from the existing congres-
sional investigations by including the 
chairman and ranking member of each 
committee of jurisdiction—the Intel-
ligence Committee, Mr. ROGERS and 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER have done a great 
job; the Foreign Affairs Committee, 
Mr. ROYCE and Mr. ENGEL do a great 
job; the Judiciary Committee, the 
same way; the Armed Services Com-
mittee; the Homeland Security Com-
mittee; the Oversight and Government 
Reform Committee; as well as five ad-
ditional Republican Members ap-
pointed by the Speaker and two addi-
tional Democrats appointed by the mi-
nority leader so it is truly bipartisan. 

I appreciate the support I’ve received 
for this resolution from the original co-
sponsors, as well as the Heritage Foun-
dation; former Senator from Ten-
nessee, Fred Thompson, who was coun-
sel on the Watergate Select Com-
mittee; former Ambassador John 
Bolton; and General Jerry Boykin, a 
former special operations officer and 
CIA operative who is widely respected 
in the intelligence community. 

Mr. Speaker and Members of this 
body, we owe it to the families of the 
victims and the American people to 
fully investigate this terrorist attack. 
I urge my colleagues to support my 
resolution to create a House select 
committee. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
January 23, 2013. 

Dr. RAJIV SHAH, 
Administrator, Agency For International Devel-

opment, Washington, DC. 
DEAR DR. SHAH: Ms. Barbara Bennett, act-

ing deputy assistant administrator for legis-
lative and public affairs at USAID recently 
sent a response to my December 11, 2012 let-
ter to you. I was disappointed you did not re-
spond directly to a Member of Congress who 
serves on a committee of jurisdiction, espe-
cially given that my concern was budgetary 
in nature. 

Just days after I received your response, 
Tunisian authorities released Ali Harzi, a 
key suspect in the September 11 terrorist at-
tack on the U.S. consulate and annex in 
Benghazi, which took the lives of four Amer-
icans, including the U.S. ambassador, and re-
sulted in the destruction of two U.S. facili-
ties. This development is completely at odds 
with USAID’s assurances in the response let-
ter that ‘‘. . . Tunisian authorities are co-
operating with the Department [State] 
through normal law enforcement channels.’’ 
Respectfully, I would also like to remind you 
that I chair the Commerce-Justice-Science 
appropriations subcommittee which has ju-
risdiction over the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI). Consequently, while Ms. Ben-
nett indicated that USAID ‘‘could not pro-
vide further detail,’’ I am well-versed on the 
investigation and can say with confidence 
that releasing Ali Harzi is an affront to U.S. 
national security and rule of law, given the 
evidence of his alleged involvement. 

Furthermore, your assertion that U.S. as-
sistance is critical to ‘‘Tunisia’s successful 
democratic transition’’ is misguided. Tunisia 
is not transitioning successfully. I have en-
closed for your review a recent piece which 
ran in Bloomberg Businessweek, ‘‘Revolution 
and Entropy,’’ which paints a bleak picture 
of progress in Tunisia. A January 14 Reuters 
piece described large street protests in the 
capital city during which protestors chanted, 
‘‘Where is the constitution? Where is democ-
racy?’’ Democratic transition aside, the Tu-
nisian government, as evidenced by this 
most recent development with Ali Harzi, is 
working at cross-purposes with U.S. national 
interests. 

During these tight budgetary times, when 
worthy programs face constraints and cuts, 
our national priorities should undergird our 
foreign assistance. The administration con-
tinues to claim that bringing the perpetra-
tors to justice for the deadly attack on the 
U.S. consulate is a priority. And yet its ac-
tions are inconsistent with such sentiments, 
particularly in the case of Tunisia. 

We must send a clear and unequivocal mes-
sage to the Tunisian government. U.S. aid 
must not be taken for granted. U.S. national 
security considerations are a cornerstone of 
our foreign policy. When those interests are 
undermined, there are consequences. 

I look forward to a personal response to 
this letter and any future correspondence. 
Best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 
Member of Congress. 

[From Bloomberg Businessweek, Jan. 14–20, 
2013] 

REVOLUTION AND ENTROPY 
(By Norman Pearlstine and Tarek el- 

Tablawy) 
In Tunisia, where the Arab Spring began, 

the transition to democracy is sputtering. 
Two years after he set himself on fire, 

Mohamed Bouazizi remains history’s most 
famous fruit vendor. Like many enterprising 
Tunisians, Bouazizi, 26, was subject to con-

stant fines of as much as 10 times his daily 
earnings as he tried to make a living on the 
streets of Sidi Bouzid. After his scale and 
cart were seized on Dec. 17, 2010, he doused 
himself with a liter of paint solvent while 
standing in front of the provincial governor’s 
office. A flick of a lighter and . . . 

What then? Tunisia’s revolution and the 
Arab Spring that followed created a list of 
dead, imprisoned, or exiled autocrats—in-
cluding Egypt’s Hosni Mubarak, Libya’s 
Muammar Qaddafi, and Tunisia’s own Zine 
el-Abidine Ben Ali. (Syria’s Bashar Assad 
hangs on, brutally.) But hope and vengeance 
are very different from progress, as Ben Ali’s 
successor as president, the physician and ex- 
opposition leader Moncef Marzouki, has dis-
covered. 

On Dec. 17, 2012, Marzouki went to Sidi 
Bouzid to commemorate the man and the 
moment that began all the changes in the re-
gion, only to be greeted by angry chants of 
‘‘Leave! Leave!’’ When he told the crowd he 
lacked a ‘‘magic wand’’ to cure Tunisia’s ills, 
the response was a hailstorm of rocks and to-
matoes. Marzouki had to be hustled into a 
car and sped away from the stage. 

‘‘Nothing has changed, and that’s the sad 
reality,’’ says Mohamad Amri, a close friend 
of the Bouazizi family. Unemployment is of-
ficially 18 percent, but a September study 
published by the Middle East Economic As-
sociation says about 50 percent of young 
Tunisians with higher education are without 
work. At 33, Amri is unemployed and relies 
on an allowance from his father to cover 
soaring food and living costs, ‘‘I feel like I 
need to be optimistic, but in the end, I’m 
pessimistic.’’ 

On Dec. 12, Fitch Ratings downgraded 
Tunisia’s sovereign ratings, citing the slow 
transition to a free economy and ‘‘large twin 
budget and current-account deficits.’’ Stand-
ard & Poor’s has downgraded the country to 
junk status, too. Meji Djelloul, a professor of 
Islamic history at Manouba University in 
Tunis, the capital, says 80 percent of his stu-
dents are eager to leave after graduating. 
‘‘In 25 years of teaching I have never encoun-
tered such a sense of helplessness,’’ he says. 

It need not be this bleak. The revolution 
lifted restraints on expression that had ex-
isted for decades, and Tunisians seem to 
agree that even without a functioning con-
stitution, they feel more free—a significant 
accomplishment. The country has close so-
cial and economic ties to Europe, a highly 
educated populace, and infrastructure that’s 
among the best in the Arab world, with good 
roads and nine commercial airports serving a 
country the size of Florida. 

Tunisia has the further comfort of know-
ing it’s not alone. In its political and eco-
nomic struggles, Egypt is Tunisia’s larger, 
perhaps more troubled mirror. Both saw 
Islamists take top government positions 
while Salafis, who embrace the strictest, 
most puritanical interpretation of Islam, 
have pressed for an even greater role for reli-
gion in the reborn nations. (Egyptian 
secularists are angered by a constitution 
they say was forced upon them, while 
Tunisia’s latest constitutional draft was 
stripped of references to sharia, or Islamic 
law.) Both countries also saw their econo-
mies contract sharply in reaction to change. 
Egypt’s net international reserves tell al-
most 60 percent, to $15 billion, over the past 
two years. Tunisia’s economy contracted 1.8 
percent in 2011. Last year growth was likely 
2.7 percent and could rise to 3.3 percent this 
year, says the International Monetary Fund. 
‘‘We are going through a complicated transi-
tion, not unlike what Eastern Europe went 
through,’’ says Tunisian Foreign Minister 
Rafik Abdessalem, a former professor of poli-
tics in Britain who returned to Tunisia after 
the revolution. ‘‘We need to prove that it is 

possible to have democracy in the Arab 
world.’’ 

Weaker, economies in Europe have hurt 
tourism and exports, two of Tunisia’s chief 
sources of revenue. That’s left officials ap-
pealing to the U.S., the United Arab Emir-
ates, and Qatar, for investment. So far Tuni-
sia hasn’t received the support it sought, let 
alone the aid it was promised. At its May 
2011 summit in Deauville, France, the Group 
of Eight pledged more than $30 billion to as-
sist new Arab governments. ‘‘When we spoke 
about intentions, it was $30 billion,’’ jokes 
Alaya Bettaieb, secretary of state to the 
minister of investment and international co-
operation. ‘‘When we spoke about action, it 
was $250 million’’ that was delivered. 

Tunisia’s transition from dictatorship to 
democracy would have been easier had the 
collapse of the Ben Ali regime not been so 
sudden. Amri, Bouazizi’s friend, suggests the 
man who started it all didn’t even know how 
flammable the paint thinner he poured on 
himself was, let-alone the impact of his act 
of martyrdom. Other protesters, in Tunisia 
and across the Arab world, decided to set 
themselves afire in the weeks and months 
that followed. Hernando de Soto, the Peru-
vian economist best known for his work 
seeking property rights for peasants, has 
studied the underclass in Tunisia, Egypt, and 
elsewhere. He documented 164 deaths by self- 
immolation in the six months following 
Bouazizi’s act. ‘‘The ground was fertile so-
cially, economically, and politically for this 
kind of statement,’’ says Ali Bouazizi, a 
cousin who played a key role in the revolu-
tion by filming and uploading to his 
Facebook page a video of the protest after 
the fruit seller’s death. 

The embers of unrest remain hot. Tunisia’s 
first truly free elections in 2011 yielded a 
Constituent Assembly charged with drafting 
the country’s new charter and also serving as 
its parliament. Ennahda, the moderate 
Islamist party whose name translates to 
Renaissance, won 41 percent of the seats and 
together with two smaller secular parties 
formed a ruling coalition. 

The constitution is still a source of great 
uncertainty, as are Ennahda’s broader inten-
tions. Critics on the right maintain that the 
party has stressed its commitment to 
Tunisia’s secular tradition in public, while 
urging Salafis to be patient for the realiza-
tion of their goals behind closed doors. 
Salafis, including Mouldi Mojahed, who 
heads the Salafi-controlled al-Asala Party, 
says Ennahda ‘‘has backed away from its 
principles.’’ 

Neither side has been pacified. Salafis have 
been blamed for the serial arson of stores 
selling alcohol as well as the September at-
tack on the U.S. embassy amid outrage over 
a YouTube clip denigrating Islam’s prophet. 
Ahmed Nejib Chebbi, an Official in the oppo-
sition Jumhuri, or Republican, Party says, 
‘‘The Islamists don’t know how to govern,’’ 
and the win by Ennahda in October 2011 was 
‘‘not very reassuring to the economic stake-
holders in the country.’’ 

Prime Minister Hamadi Jebali has tried to 
walk the middle ground. ‘‘The Tunisian peo-
ple have their own identity, and they agreed 
on this identity,’’ says Jebali in an inter-
view, affirming the country’s commitment 
to secularism. Jebali, who spent 10 years in 
solitary confinement while Ben Ali con-
trolled the country, says the new constitu-
tion won’t impose Islamic law and will re-
spect women’s rights. He and Ennahda have 
also pledged to support a market economy, if 
not a workers’ paradise; he rages at those he 
suggests have riled up. labor unions and 
‘‘who live with the idea of the proletariat 
revolution, and who believe that the revolu-
tion in Tunisia was led by the proletariat.’’ 

Sorting out how to improve the lives of or-
dinary Tunisians, regardless of their politics, 
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is complicated by a lack of economic facts. 
At a conference organized by Utica, a group 
representing Tunisia’s largest employers, De 
Soto, the economist, estimated that the 
black market economy is more than 10 times 
the size of all companies on the country’s 
stock exchange. Others have suggested off- 
the-books trade represents as much as 30 per-
cent of Tunisia’s GDP. The divisions between 
the corporate and informal sectors run deep-
er than matters of accounting. Wided 
Bouchmaorii, Utica’s president and head of 
one of Tunisia’s largest business enterprises, 
says the informal economy condones vio-
lence. ‘‘It is disastrous for legitimate busi-
nesses serving consumers,’’ she says. 

Prime Minister Jebali acknowledges the 
size of the informal economy and continued 
problems with corruption. (The nation saw 
its corruption ranking, issued by Trans-
parency International, slide from 59th in 2010 
to 75th in 2012.) He pledges that Tunisia will 
do more to address these problems as demo-
cratic institutions take hold and the econ-
omy strengthens. In the meantime, he says 
priorities include addressing the ‘‘heavy tax-
ation of the formal economy’’ and the inabil-
ity of a ‘‘young economy to absorb unem-
ployed youth.’’ 

For those who have been waiting, patience 
is running short. Habib Kasdalli set himself 
afire shortly after Bouazizi when a civil serv-
ant denied him government benefits for a 
mental disability. Seated in a Tunis hotel, 
Kasdalli describes his nervous condition as 
his burn-scarred hands twitch. When he pulls 
off a blue knit cap, his scalp is grotesquely 
scarred. ‘‘I felt oppressed, and I felt hopeless-
ness,’’ Kasdalli says. The revolution offered a 
respite. Relief remains a long way off. 
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ADMINISTRATION IN REVIEW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, just 
very briefly, we had a vote today. 
There’s some wonderfully fine Mem-
bers of Congress that I have deep re-
spect for who voted ‘‘yes,’’ and 32 voted 
‘‘no’’ from the Republican side. It’s not 
because we don’t all hold the same be-
lief that we have to cut spending to be 
responsible, to avoid continuing to add 
debt to our children and grandchildren, 
but a matter of difference in strategy. 
It is a mistake to suspend the debt ceil-
ing increase, just as it would be to 
raise the debt ceiling without any 
meaningful cuts, just as Senator Phil 
Gramm got back in 1985, I believe it 
was, with Gramm-Rudman and so 
many of the debt ceiling increases that 
were accompanied as part of the deal 
with restrictions on spending. 

There’re so many things going on in 
the world today that are just stag-
gering. We know we had Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton testifying today. 
One report here today says that Sec-
retary Clinton interrupted one Senator 
to contradict him and stress that she 
did not see requests for additional se-
curity to protect the Benghazi mission. 

That’s extremely unfortunate that 
people in our State Department, com-
mitted to helping this country, would 
make cries for help over a period of 
months, over a period of years, even 

going back to when Ambassador Rice 
was with the State Department and 
people were killed at an American em-
bassy and a request had been made for 
extra security that went unheeded. 

Here it came again; and apparently 
there were a number of people who 
made requests, including one of the se-
curity officials that I met and talked 
to personally. They could see that we 
were sitting ducks. And apparently 
former Senator Clinton, now Secretary 
Clinton, is saying she never saw the re-
quest. The bucks would have stopped 
with her if they’d ever made it to her. 
What it says is something has got to be 
done so that when people who have 
dedicated their lives to helping and 
protecting this country cry for help, 
that months, years after the cries, we 
don’t again come back and say: never 
heard the cries; never got to me. 

Tragic. Tragic. 
Senator, now-Secretary, Clinton said 

that the administration’s response to 
the assault was to be defended, and an 
independent investigation found that 
the State’s actions saved American 
lives in real-time. 

Well, from what I’ve seen on the 
House side and in the news, without 
going into anything that might be clas-
sified, just from the public information 
we’ve discerned, the actions of the 
State Department in failing and ignor-
ing the requests for help did not save 
lives. It ended up costing lives. 

The failure of this President to either 
receive information when a United 
States Ambassador he put in harm’s 
way was begging, was under fire and 
people were begging for help on his be-
half, we’ve had people indicate, gee, 
that immediately gets to the President 
himself or someone directly around the 
President who can get the President’s 
immediate attention. We have an Am-
bassador under attack; that goes 
straight to the President or somebody 
right around him. 

And just like Secretary Clinton ap-
parently has testified today: I never 
saw or heard the cries for help. I didn’t 
know. 

Well, since this President is going to 
be in office for 4 more years as of Mon-
day, it is imperative that he clean 
house and set up new procedures so 
that even if he’s out golfing, even if 
he’s on vacation, body surfing in Ha-
waii, wherever he is, doing fund-raising 
in Las Vegas, no matter where he is, 
that when somebody says Mr. Presi-
dent, people that you put in harm’s 
way are begging for help, they’re under 
attack, they’re begging for your help, 
and I feel sure, you know, he would 
take time off of one of the greens or 
body surfing. He would surely take 
time. I know he would. If somebody 
would get him the information, your 
Ambassador is about to be killed, I 
know he would walk off the green and 
give some order to protect him, surely. 
But he’s got to get the information. 

And since I travel around the world 
meeting with our military, Special 
Forces, different branches of our mili-

tary, from Afghanistan to the very far 
reaches in the southern part of the 
Philippines, wherever, Iraq—and I 
won’t be going back to Iraq. Prime 
Minister Maliki didn’t like DANA ROHR-
ABACHER and me questioning him about 
repaying some of the U.S. money that 
we spent to give him the opportunity 
to be elected, especially since they now 
have all that oil revenue, and he also 
didn’t like us bringing up the fact that 
they promised the United States when 
they took over the government that 
they would protect the people at Camp 
Ashraf, the refugees from Iran, and 
that actually the military had gone in 
and killed some of those people that he 
and the U.S. had pledged would be safe. 
And he didn’t like that and apparently 
sent word that we were not welcome in 
his country anymore. 
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We’re okay with Americans dying so 
I can get elected here in Iraq, but we 
don’t want anybody making us keep 
our promises here in Iraq. 

I’ve seen our military in the Kurdish 
areas of northern Iraq, all around the 
world. I was in the Army for 4 years. 
And one thing that they are very con-
cerned about that they can’t talk 
about publicly, but especially after we 
had two former SEALs killed trying to 
protect the Ambassador, when it 
wasn’t their job to do that, they did it 
because they’re American heroes, 
American patriots. But our military 
sees those things. 

You know, when I was in the mili-
tary, President Carter was President. 
We knew we had a President who did 
not have our back, who was more con-
cerned about other things than the 
military. And there was a lot of unrest, 
but it’s a crime in the United States 
military to say anything derogatory 
about anyone in your chain of com-
mand, including the top person, the 
President, and it needs to be that way. 

When you’re in the military, you 
take orders and you follow your orders, 
and you don’t castigate whoever is up 
your chain of command, even if they 
don’t have a clue what they’re doing. It 
has to be for the good order and dis-
cipline of the military. 

But we were not stupid. We knew 
when the President was not protecting 
us, was not protecting Americans. We 
knew when the President was not pro-
viding the equipment and what we 
needed to protect Americans. We knew 
that. 

And as I go around the world and 
talk to different of our military, they 
notice that we have officials in this ad-
ministration who, after Americans 
dedicated to protecting this country 
are killed, will come forward from the 
White House down and say, gee, I had 
no idea that they were in that kind of 
trouble. I had no idea that our policies 
subjected them to being killed. I had 
no idea. I wish somebody had let me 
know they were in this kind of trouble. 

The military knows that. And as I’ve 
mentioned, one soldier in Afghanistan 
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